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ABSTRACT 



In September 1999, the Maryland Higher Education Commission 
adopted a peer-based model for the establishment of funding guidelines for 
the University System of Maryland and Morgan State University. The guidelines 
are designed to inform the budget process by providing a funding standard and 
a basis for comparison between institutions. The basic concept is to identify 
funding peers that are similar to Maryland institutions on a variety of 
characteristics, and then to compare these funding peers to inform resource 
questions and assess performance. Each applicable Maryland institution is to 
select 10 performance peers from its list of funding peers. Seventeen 
measures have been identified for the University System of Maryland 
institutions and 14 for Morgan State University. These indicators are 
compared with the state's Managing for Results initiative. Maryland 
institutions are expected to perform at or above the level of their 
performance peers on most indicators. This report contains a comprehensive 
assessment of the performance of each University System of Maryland 
institution and Morgan State University in comparison with their performance 
peers. It includes a discussion of the performance measures, criteria used to 
assess institutional performance, and issues related to data availability. In 
addition, each institution was given the opportiinity to respond to the 
assessment of its performance, and these responses and comments are 
summarized in the analysis section. Three appendixes discuss methodology for 
selecting performance peers and operational definitions for performance 
indicators for the University System and Morgan State University. (SLD) 



Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made 
from the original document. 



MARYLAND HIGHER EDUCATION COMMISSION 



FUNDING GUIDELINES 
PEER PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS 

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF MARYLAND 
MORGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 



PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND 
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS 
BEEN GRANTED BY 



EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 
^ CENTER (ERIC) 



U.S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OiTico of Educational Research and Improvement 




-Jhis document has been reproduced as 
received from the person or organization 
originating it. 



Jhis document has been 



□ Minor changes have been made to 
improve reproduction quality. 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) 



Points of view or opinions stated in this 
document do not necessarily represent 
official OERI position or policy. 



January 2002 



MARYLAND HIGHER EDUCATION COMMISSION 
16 Francis Street, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
WWW . mhec . state . incl . lis 



2 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



MARYLAND HIGHER EDUCATION COMMISSION 

John J. Oliver, Jr., Chairman 
Dorothy Dixon Chaney 
Edward O. Clarke, Jr. 

Micah Coleman 
Anne Osborn Emery 
John L. Green 
George S. Malouf, Jr. 

David S. Oros 
R. Kathleen Perini 
Charles B. Saunders, Jr. 

Donald J. Slowinski, Sr. 

Richard P. Streett, Jr. 



Karen R. Johnson, J.D. 
Secretary of Higher Education 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



Executive Summary i 

Background 1 

Refining Funding Guidelines 1 

Performance Measures 2 

Assessing Institution Performance.. 2 

Data Availability 3 



Peer Performance Analysis 

Bo\vie State University 1 1 

Coppin State College 15 

Frostburg State University 19 

Salisbury University 23 

Towson University 27 

University of Baltimore 31 

University of Maryland, Baltimore 35 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 39 

University of Maryland, College Park 43 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 47 

University of Maryland University College 51 

Morgan State University 55 

Appendices 

Appendix A. Methodology for Selecting Performance Peers 61 

Appendix B. University System of Maryland Operational Definitions for Performance 

Indicators 63 

Appendix C. Morgan State University Operational Definitions for Performance 
Indicators 23 

Tables 

Table 1. University System of Maryland Performance Measures for Funding 

Guidelines 5 

Table 2. Morgan State University Performance Measures for Funding Guidelines 7 



Executive Summary 



In September 1999, the Maryland Higher Education Commission adopted a peer-based 
model for the establishment of funding guidelines for the University System of Maryland 
and Morgan State University. The guidelines are designed to inform the budget process 
by providing both a funding standard and a basis for comparison between institutions. 
The basic concept of the funding guidelines is to identify peer institutions that are similar 
to Maryland institutions on a variety of characteristics. These funding peers are 
compared to the Maryland institutions to inform resource questions and assess 
performance. 

Included in the funding guidelines process is an aimual performance accountability 
component. Each applicable Maryland institution selects 10 “performance peers” from 
their list of “funding peers.” The Commission, in consultation with representatives from 
the University System of Maryland, Morgan State University, the Department of Budget 
and Management and the Department of Legislative Services, identified a set of 
comprehensive, outcome-oriented performance measures to compare Maryland 
institutions against their performance peers. There are 17 measures for USM insthutions 
and 14 for Morgan. These indicators are consistent with the State’s Managing for Results 
(MFR) initiative and include indicators for which data are currently available. In some 
instances, institutions added specific indicators that were more reflective of the 
institution’s role and mission. 

Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on 
most indicators. Furthermore, Commission staff assessed the institution’s performance 
within the context of the State’s MFR initiative. Commission staff examined trend data 
and benchmarks for indicators that are comparable to the peer performance indicators. In 
instances where an institution’s performance is below the performance of its peers, the 
institution was required to identify actions that it will take to improve performance. An 
exception was made for an institution that demonstrates progress towards achieving its 
benchmarks on related indicators established within the MFR initiative. 

This report contains a comprehensive assessment of the performance of each University 
System of Maryland institution and Morgan State University in comparison to their 
performance peers. The report includes a discussion of the performance measures, 
criteria used to assess institutional performance, and issues related to data availability. ^ 
addition, each institution was given an opportunity to respond to the Commission s 
assessment of its performance in comparison to its peers. Institutional responses and 
comments are summarized in the analysis section. 
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Background 



In September 1999, the Maryland Higher Education Commission adopted funding 
guidelines; a peer-based model designed to inform the budget process by providing both 
a funding standard and a basis for comparison between institutions. The basic concept of 
the funding guidelines is to identify peer institutions (i.e. ‘funding peers’) that are similar 
to the Maryland institution (i.e. “home” institution) in mission, size, program mix, 
enrollment composition, and other defining characteristics. These funding peers are then 
compared and contrasted with the Maryland institution. 

One component critical in determining whether the State’s higher education institutions 
are performing at the level of their funding peers, is performance accountability. To 
compare performance, the presidents of each Maryland institution (except the University 
of Maryland, College Park; University of Maryland, Baltimore; and Morgan State 
University) selected ten ‘performance’ peers from their list of ‘funding’ peers. The 
presidents based this selection on criteria relevant to their specific institutional objectives. 
The University of Maryland, College Park is measured only against its ‘aspirational 
peers’ - those institutions that College Park aspires to emulate in performance and 
reputation. For the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB), ‘composite peers’ are 
used to recognize UMB’s status as the State’s public academic health and law university 
with six professional schools. UMB’s peers include institutions classified by the 
Carnegie Foundation as ‘specialized’ and institutions classified as Rese^ch I 
institutions. Morgan State University’s performance peers are the same as its funding 
peers. Appendix A lists the criteria used by each institution to select their performance 

peers. 



Refining Funding Guidelines 



Fiscal Year 2002 was the second year that funding guidelines influenced the allocation of 
State resources. For the first time, the Commission provided a report to the General 
Assembly on the University System of Maryland’s performance relative to their 
performance peers. The budget committees expressed concern that this report was not 
comprehensive because the performance indicators did not place enough emphasis on 
outcome and achievement measures. The committees requested that the Commission 
address this gap by developing more comprehensive and outcome-oriented accountability 
indicators. 

The Commission, in consultation with the representatives from the University System of 
Maryland, the Department of Budget and Management, the Department of Legislative 
Services and Morgan State University, established a workgroup to address the gap in the 
peer performance component of the funding guidelines. Based on collaborative 
decisions, the workgroup identified a set of performance measures to compare Maryland 
institutions against their ‘performance’ peers. In addition, the workgroup developed a 
method to assess institutional performance. 
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This report contains a comprehensive assessment of the performance of each University 
System of Maryland institution and Morgan State University in comparison to their 
performance peers. A discussion of the performance measures, criteria used to assess 
institutional performance, and issues related to data availability follow. 



Performance Measures 



For the University System of Maryland institutions, there are 17 performance measures 
(see Table 1). Not all institutions are required to provide data on all of the measures. 
There are separate sets of indicators for Maryland s comprehensive institutions and for 
the research universities. Furthermore, institutions have the flexibility to add specific 
indicators that are more reflective of their role and mission. The indicators include 
retention and graduation rates and outcome measures such as licensure examination 
passing rates, the number of faculty awards, and student and employer satisfaction rates. 
All indicators are consistent with the State’s Managing for Results initiative and reflect 
statewide policy goals. Appendix B lists the operational definitions for each indicator. 

There are 14 performance measures for Morgan State University (see Table 2). These 
indicators include retention and graduation rates, student and employer satisfaction rates, 
and the passing rate on the Praxis II examination (an assessment that measures teacher 
candidate’s knowledge of the subjects that they will teach). Appendix C lists the 
operational definitions for Morgan’s indicators. 

Assessing Institution Performance 

Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on 
most indicators. Furthermore, Commission staff assessed institutional performance 
within the context of the State’s Managing for Results (MFR) initiative. In general, 
institutions were expected to make progress towards achieving their benchmarks 
established within the MFR initiative. Commission staff examined trend data and 
benchmarks for indicators that are comparable to the peer performance indicators. In 
instances where an institution’s performance is below the performance of its peers, the 
institution is required to identify actions that it will take to improve performmice. An 
exception will be made for an institution that demonstrates progress towards achieving its 
benchmarks on related indicators established within the MFR initiative. 

For this report, each institution was given an opportunity to respond to the Commission s 
assessment of its performance in comparison to its peers. Institutional responses and 
comments are summarized in the analysis section of this report. 

In future years, the performance component will influence the integration of aspirational 
peers into the funding guideline process. Institutions may be eligible for enhanced 
guideline funding if the institution’s performance on a set of the approved indicators 
meets or exceeds the performance of its peers. In the coming year, the Commission will 
work with the public campuses, the Department of Budget and Management and the 
Department of Legislative Services to develop criteria under which an institution would 
be eligible for enhanced guideline funding. 
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Data Availability 



It should be noted that it was difficult to obtain nationally comparable outcome-based 
performance measures. To the extent possible, the measures identified for peer 
comparisons use data that are verifiable and currently available from national data 
systems such as the National Center for Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Database Systems (IPEDS), the National Science Foundation, and U.S. News 
and World Report. Although the National Center for Education Statistics is currently in 
the process of designing methods to gather outcome-based indicators, many of these data 
are not readily available. For example, peer data are not available for alumni giving, 
graduate satisfaction, employers’ satisfaction, and passing rates on several professional 
licensure examinations. In cases where data are not available through national data 
systems, Maryland institutions obtained data either directly from their peer institutions or 
compared its performance to Maryland institutions that are in the same Carnegie 
classification. For one measure, employers’ satisfaction, USM institutions are corhpared 
to the University of North Carolina System institutions that are of the same Carnegie 
classification. The University of North Carolina System conducts an annual survey of 
employers who hire their graduates and this survey is comparable to University System 
of Maryland’s annual survey. In the future, as more data become available, the 
Commission will incorporate additional outcome-based measures into the peer 
performance process. 

It should be noted that for one measure, the pass rate on the Praxis II examination, 
research suggests that comparisons of pass rates across state lines is not advisable 
because of major differences in the testing requirements from one state to another. Since 
each state independently determines the level of performance required for teacher 
certification, this indicator is useful only for comparing institutional performance to other 
Maryland institutions. 

In addition, there are subtle differences between the operational definitions found in this 
analysis and the definitions used in the MFR for several performance indicators. For 
example, in this analysis, the second-year retention rate and the six-year graduation rate 
measures the proportion of first-time, full-time degree seeking undergraduate students 
who either returned to or graduated from the same college or university. In addition, the 
graduation data used in this analysis are based on the Federal Graduation Rate Survey 
(GRS), a federal initiative that collects data required by the Student Right-to-Know Act 
of 1990. In contrast, the MFR captures students who re-enroll or graduate from the same 
institution as well as those students who transfer to any Maryland public four-year 
institution. Because of these subtle differences, it was not possible to assess institutional 
performance on retention and graduation within the context of the MFR initiative. 

(Despite the overall difficulties in obtaining nationally comparable performance measures, 
institutions were expected to take appropriate steps to collect data on all performance 
measures. In the analysis section of this report, institutions were asked to identify actions 
that they are taking to collect data. 
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Table 1, UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF MARYLAND 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR FUNDING GUIDELINES 
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TABLE 2. MORGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR FUNDING GUIDELINES 
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Bowie State University 



Bowie State University exceeds the performance of its peers on several performance 
measures. The university’s second-year retention and six-year graduation rates are higher 
than any of its peer institutions. The percentage of minonty and Afncan-Amencan 
undergraduate students attending the institution exceeds the peers’ average. 



There are, however, a few cases where the institution performs below the level of its 
peers Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, Bowie ranks 
last in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate from the umversity. 
Furthermore, Bowie’s performance on this indicator could not be assessed within the 
context of the State’s Managing for Results (MFR) initiative because data for this 
indicator were not available. 



Bowie selected four institution-specific indicators; the percent of faculty with terminal 
degrees; acceptance rate; yield rate (enrollment rate); and research and development 
(R&D) expenditures per full-time faculty. In terms of faculty quality, Bowie has the 
second highest percentage of faculty with terminal degrees and exceeds its peers 
average. The university’s level of expenditures for research and development per full- 
time faculty exceeds the peers’ average and is higher than most of its peers. In this case, 
however only three of its peers reported expenditures in this area. Bowie s average 
acceptance rate on offers of admission is 43.4 percent; a figure below the peers average 
of 87.2 percent. In addition, the university’s yield rate (or enrollment rate) is slightly 

below its peers’ average. 

In many cases. Commission staff was unable to compare the performance of Bowie 
relative to its peers due to missing data for a number of measures. For example, data tor 
the alumni-giving category are not available for seven of Bowie’s peers. Among the 
indicators where Bowie’s performance exceeds its peers’ average (e.g. graduation rate tor 
all students, minorities and African-Americans; and the proportion . of faculty with 
terminal degrees) data are missing from at least three institutions. 



The Institution’s Response 

Bowie plans to improve performance on employer satisfaction by enhancing workforce 
skills through the implementation of two new technology initiatives. Furthermore, the 
institution states that the comparison of this indicator could also become more favorab e 
when comparable institutions within the North Carolina system are included peers, n 
future reports, several comprehensive institutions with similar academic offerings and 
student body profiles will be included. To improve the yield rate (enrollment rate) the 
institution expects this percentage to increase, as the quality of their educational product 
becomes better known. 

The university has been diligent in its efforts to acquire peer data. When data were not 
available through national data systems or through university websites, Bowie made 
direct inquiries to its peer institutions. In most of these cases, institutions responded that 
the requested data were not collected or available and in some cases the promise to 
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provide data was not fulfilled. For future reports, the university will seek other possible 
sources for data. 
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Coppin State College 



Compared to its peers, Coppin State College has the third highest second-year retention 
rate and this rate exceeds the peers’ average. In addition, the percentage of minority and 
African-American undergraduate students attending the institution is well above the 
peers’ average. 

The college performs below the average of its peers on a number of performance 
measures. Coppin ranks seventh in six-year graduation rate for all students and this rate 
is below its peers’ average. The six-year graduation rate for all minorities and African- 
American students are also well below the peers’ average. In terms of the college s 
effectiveness in preparing nursing students, Coppin ranks third and is below the peers’ 
average in the percentage of students passing the nursing exam. In addition, the college s 
performance on this indicator has not improved. According to the MFR, the proportion 
of students passing this exam has declined from 95 percent in 1998 to 83 percent in 2000. 
Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, Coppin is below 
average in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate from the 
college. According to the MFR, Coppin’s performance on this indicator has improved; 
increasing from 91 percent to 95 percent. This is also the institution s benchmark for 
this indicator. 

The college added five institution specific indicators: percent of undergraduates 

attending part-time; percent of graduate students enrolled; unrestricted, non-auxiliary 
revenue as a percent of total unrestricted revenue; the average age of full-time 
undergraduates; and the proportion of commuter students. Although these are primarily 
descriptive measures, they provide an indication of the type of student population 
attending the institution. For example, approximately 30 percent of Coppin’s student 
population attends part-time which is slightly higher than its peers average. 
Furthermore, the average age for full-time undergraduate students is 25, slightly higher 
than the peers’ average and compared to its peers, the vast majority of the students 
commute. The percentage of graduate students attending the institution is relatively low. 
Compared to its peers, the proportion of graduate students is slightly lower than the 
peers’ average. 

In a few cases, it is difficult for Commission staff to compare the performance of Coppin 
relative to its peers due to the number of missing data. For example, Coppin has the 
highest alumni-giving rate yet data are not available for eight of its peers. For the 
percentage of students passing the nursing exam, data are not available for five of 
Coppin’s peer institutions. In addition, data are missing from a number of peer 
institutions on the six-year graduation rate for all minorities and African-American 
students. 

The Institution’s Response 

The college has implemented several retention initiatives in order to improve its six-year 
graduation rate for all students, all minorities, and African-American students. These 
initiatives include cohort-based, campus wide campaign, which is an intensive effort to 
con^ct and provide advisement and problem identification services to students in the 
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1996, 1997, and 1998 cohorts. These students are routinely monitored throughout the 
semester and academic year. 

In addition, Coppin has implemented several strategies to improve the pass rate on the 
nursing exam. The college developed an action plsn, which includes specific strategies 
for correction, dates for accomplishment, preparatory and remedial support for students, 
guidelines for student selection, and changes in academic hours. Furthermore, Coppin’s 
Division of Nursing now requires a full-time faculty team leader for senior medical- 
surgical nursing. The college has decreased the number of adjunct faculty and adjusted 
full-time faculty teaching loads to meet student needs. The college has implemented 
several other strategies including using computer assisted practice tests to aid preparation 
for the comprehensive exam and Nursing Student Enrichment Specialists to assist senior 
students test preparation. 

The college has made a number of efforts to acquire peer data. For the alumni-giving 
rate, the national database used to collect data on alumni giving did not receive reports 
from many of Coppin’s peer institutions. However, in the future, Coppin will contact 
individual offices at its peer institutions for these data. In addition, the college worked 
diligently to collect data directly from its peers regarding the six-year graduation rate for 
all minorities and African-American students. In many cases, institutions promised to 
provide data but never followed-up on this promise or Coppin was unable to get anyone 
to commit to follow-up with their request. 
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Coppin State College 
Peer Performance Data 
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Frostburg State University 



Frostburg State University’s performance on a number of performance indicators meets 
or exceeds its peers’ average. The percentage of minority and African-American 
undergraduate students attending the institution is well above the peers average. In 
addition, the university has the third highest six-year graduation rate for all minorities and 
the fourth highest six-year graduation rate for African-American students. In both cases, 
Frostburg’s performance on these indicators exceeds its peers average. It should be 
noted that compared to its peers, Frostburg State University enrolls students with lower 
SAT scores. 

Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, Frostburg’s 
performance is above its peers’ average in the proportion of employers who would hire 
another graduate from the institution. In addition, according to the MFR, the university s 
performance on this indicator has improved; increasing from 65 percent in 1999 to 98 
percent in 2001. This is also the institution’s benchmark for this indicator. The 
university also compares favorably in its undergraduate alumni-giving rate. Compared to 
its peers, Frostburg performs at the average of its peers. 

The university performs below the average of its peers on a number of performance 
measures. Frostburg ranks seventh in the second-year retention rate for all students and 
sixth in the six-year graduation rate. In both cases, the university performs slightly below 
its peers’ average. 

In terms of the institution’s effectiveness in preparing teacher candidates and social 
workers, Frostburg ranks first among its peers on the percentage of students passing the 
Praxis II exam and reports a 1 00 percent passing rate on the social work licensing exam. 

Frostburg added two institution-specific indicators: student- faculty ratio and educational 
and general (E&G) expenditures per degree awarded. The university’s student-faculty 
ratio equals its peers’ average. However, Frostburg receives a lower level of resources 
than its peers. The university has the lowest E&G expenditures per degree awarded and 
is substantially below its peers’ average. 

On professional licensure examinations, Frostburg has a high proportion of students 
passing the Praxis II exam. Many of Frostburg’s peer institutions however use alternative 
certification tests. It was difficult to assess Frostburg’s performance on the social work 
exam because of missing data from its peer institutions. Although Frostburg has the 
highest proportion of students passing the social work licensing exam, data are not 
available from most of its peer institutions nor is historical data provided in the 
institution’s MFR. 

The Institution’s Response 

To improve the second-year retention and six-year graduation rate, Frostburg has 
implemented and published an admissions matrix as part of its recruitment process. This 
action is intended to recruit students who represent the best fit to be successful and 
possess the highest probability for retention. Furthermore, more scholarship funds are 
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being awarded to attract and retain students. The university notes that the graduation rate 
will return to its customary level once Frostburg recovers from a one-year drop in 
second-year retention that occurred in 1994. 

With regards to the need to collect peer data on the social work licensure exam, Frostburg 
notes that of its current peers, those institutions that offer an undergraduate Social Work 
(BSW) program do not require completion of licensing examinations. In some states, 
eligibility to complete Social Work licensing examinations requires the Master’s in 
Social Work (MSW); therefore, these BSW programs will not have data on their 
undergraduate programs. Furthermore, Frostburg notes that many institutions continue to 
be reticent about disclosing the performance of their graduates. The university however, 
receives aimual reports from the Association of Social Work Boards, which provides the 
average national pass rate. Below is a comparison of Frostburg’s performance on this 
exam and the national average. 

Passing Rate in Nursing Licensing Exam: FY 1998 to FY 2000 
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Frostburg State University 
Peer Performance Data 
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Salisbury University 



Salisbury University exceeds the performance of its peers on almost every performance 
indicator. The university attracts highly qualified, new freshmen ranking second among 
its peers for the SAT 25'^* percentile and first for the 75*^ percentile. The percentage of 
minority and African-American undergraduate students attending the institution is above 
the peers’ average. In addition, Salisbury performs well compared to its peers in second- 
year retention and six-year graduation rates. The university has the highest second-year 
retention rate for all students and the highest six-year graduation rate for minority 
students. Salisbury ranks second in the six-year graduation rate for all students and for 
Afncan-American students. 

In terms of the institution’s effectiveness in preparing teacher candidates and nursing 
students, the university has high passing rates on several licensure examinations. 
Salisbury’s passing rate on the Praxis II exam is the highest among the institutions 
reporting pass rates for this teaching examination. The university reports a 90 percent 
passing rate on nursing licensing examination; a rate that exceeds the peers average of 
87 percent. 

Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, Salisbury is slightly 
above its peers’ average in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate 
from the university. The university also compares favorably in its undergraduate alumni- 
giving rate. Compared to its peers, Salisbury is above the average of its peers on this 
indicator. 

Salisbury selected five institution-specific indicators: acceptance rate, percentage of full- 
time faculty who have earned a doctorate, first-professional or other terminal degree, 
student-faculty ratio; average high school grade point average of first-time freshmen; and 
state appropriations per full-time equivalent student. Compared to its peers, Salisbury is 
more selective. The university’s acceptance rate is 57 percent compared to its peers 
average of 86 percent. Salisbury’s focus on enrolling high quality students is also 
evidenced by the average high school grade point average of incoming freshmen. For 
the entering class, the average high school GPA is 3.4, which is above the peers average 
of 3.22. In addition, Salisbury’s student-faculty ratio is below the average of its peers. 

In terms of faculty quality, Salisbury performs below the average of its peers on the 
percentage of faculty with terminal degrees. Only 76 percent of Salisbury s faculty has 
earned a terminal degree compared to its peers’ average of 86 percent. In addition, 
Salisbury receives the second lowest state appropriation per full-time equivalent students, 
a level that is well below the peers’ average. 

On professional licensure examinations, Salisbury has a high proportion of students 
passing the Praxis II exam. Many of Salisbury’s peer institutions however use alternative 
certification tests. On the nursing licensing exam, it was difficult to assess Salisbury’s 
performance due to missing data from its peer institutions. For the nursing exam, four of 
its peer institutions do not have a nursing program and data are not available for three of 
the institutions. 



er|c 



-23- 



26 



The Institution’s Response 



The university has taken a number of actions to increase the number of faculty with 
terminal degrees. In order to keep pace with burgeoning enrollments and the concurrent 
impact of diminishing its reliance upon contractual faculty, Salisbury plans to add 35 new 
tenure-track faculty positions between FY 2002 and FY 2004, all of which require 
terminal qualifications. It is important to note that the peer measure referenced in this 
analysis includes all full-time faculty, which includes full-time contractual faculty, and 
which consequently lowers the overall percentage of faculty with terminal degrees. In 
fact, although 76 percent of all full-time faculty have terminal degrees, Salisbury reports 
that 90 percent of its full-time tenured/tenure-track faculty earned terminal degrees. 

Although Salisbury recognizes and values the extremely generous support it has received 
over the past few years, when compared against institutional peers the funding 
deficiencies remain significant. This places the university in a position where it receives 
state appropriations that are fully $1,697 per full-time equivalent student below the peer 
funding average. Salisbury notes that since state appropriations remain paramount for 
any significant progress to occur in attracting and retaining additional highly qualified 
faculty, state funding to guideline levels is a prerequisite. 

Regarding the collection of peer data, these complexities are compounded at the 
university level where each peer institution must be contacted separately— a process 
complicated further by requests from other institutions and agencies that threaten to 
inundate university offices. To enhance peer data collection, the university is 
investigating consortia data exchange agreements, and involving various campus 
departments, particularly those in Nursing and Education, to assist with the data 
collection from colleagues at peer institutions. Additionally, the institution is considering 
the employment of an additional full-time staff member to focus exclusively on the 
collection, verification, analyses, and update of data used in accountability reports, peer 
comparisons, MFR, minority achievement reports. Title II, assessment, and accreditation 
reporting. 
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Towson University 



Towson University compares favorably to its peers on the vast majority of its 
performance indicators. The university ranks second among its peers for the SAT 25 
percentile and the 75^^ percentile. The percentage of African-American undergraduate 
students attending the institution is above the peers’ average. In addition, Towson 
performs well compared to its peers in second-year retention and six-year graduation rate. 
The university has the second highest retention and graduation rates among its peers. In 
terms of Towson’ s effectiveness in preparing teacher candidates and nursing students, the 
university’s passing rate on the nursing exam is slightly above the peers average. 

Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, Towson ranks first 
among its peers in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate from the 
university. The university also compares favorably in the undergraduate alumni-giving 
rate. Towson is above the average of its peers on this indicator. 

The university performs below the average of its peers on the percentage of minorities 
enrolled as undergraduate students. However, according to the MFR, this percentage has 
increased over the last few years; from 14.4 percent in 1998 to 15.3 percent in 2000. 
Furthermore, a closer analysis of Towson’ s peer institutions reveals that five of these 
institutions enroll a high proportion of Hispanic students. 

Towson selected four institution-specific indicators: average high school grade point 
average of incoming, freshmen; percent of undergraduates who live on campus; student- 
faculty ratio; and acceptance rate. In terms of freshmen quality, the average high school 
GPA is 3.2,’ which is below the peers’ average of 3.30. In addition, Towson’s peer 
institutions are more selective. The university reports an acceptance rate of 69 percent — 
a level slightly above its peers’ average. In addition, roughly a quarter of Towson s 
undergraduate students reside on campus and Towson’s student-faculty ratio is below the 
average of its peers. 

In some cases, Commission staff was unable to assess Towson’s performance relative to 
its peers because of missing data. For example, it was difficult to assess Towson 
performance on the Praxis II. On this exam, data was not provided for Towson. In 
addition, data on the average high school grade point average for incoming students are 
not provided for four of Towson’s peers. 

The Institution’s Response 

Towson chose characteristics that are highly correlated with retention and graduation and 
that are important to the University’s strategic planning. Towson is' committed to 
improving retention and graduation rates. A review of national data suggests that that 
institutions with high graduation rates have higher entering high school grade point 
averages, higher percentages of undergraduates living on campus, lower student faculty 
ratios, and lower percentages admitted compared with institutions with lower graduation 
rates. 
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In addition, research suggests that high school grade point average is a far more valuable 
predictor of retention and graduation than is. the SAT score. For that reason, the 
university is emphasizing high school grade point averages over SAT scores in the 
admission decision process. As a result, the high school grade point average for entering 
freshmen increased from 3,20 in 1999 to 3.43 in 2001. 

The university uses the Common Data Set (CDS) as the source of data on high school 
grade point average for entering students. This is one of the most reliable methods of 
obtaining peer data. The formation of the CDS was a collaborative effort among the 
higher education community with the goal to improve the quality and accuracy of 
information provided to external constituencies. Standard data items and definitions are 
provided and institutions are encouraged to post the CDS to their website. Completion of 
the CDS is voluntary, however, and some of Towson’s peer institutions omitted this 
information from their submissions. In the future, if the institution is unable to obtain 
sufficient data in the future, Towson plans to consult other resources. 
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University of Baltimore 

Due to the University of Baltimore’s mission to provide upper division bachelor’s, 
master’s, and professional degrees, the university does not have traditional performance 
measures such as SAT scores, acceptance rate and average high school grade point 
average for incoming freshmen. Overall, the university exceeds the performance of its 
peers on every indicator. The percentage of African-American and minority 
undergraduate students attending the institution is above the peers’ average. In addition, 
the university is strong in the number of awards per full-time instructional faculty. The 
university reports a 67 percent passing rate on the law-licensing exam: a level equal to 
the pass rate for the only other peer institution with a law school, the University of 
Arkansas, Little Rock. 

Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, UB ranks first among 
its peers in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate from the 
university. The university also compares favorably in its undergraduate alumni-giving 
rate. Compared to its peers, the institution exceeds the average of its peers on this 
indicator. It should be noted however, that only three of the peer institutions provide data 
for alumni giving. 

The university selected two institution-specific indicators: expenditures for research and 
the proportion of part-time faculty. For both of these indicators, the university s 
performance exceeds its peers’ average. UB reports the third highest expenditures for 
research and ranks fourth in the percentage of faculty employed part-time. 

For two indicators, it was difficult to assess UB’s performance due to missing data. 
Although the university has a high alumni-giving rate, data are missing for seven of its 
peers. In addition, for the number of awards per full-time faculty, data are not provided 
for three of its peer institutions. 

The Institution’s Response 

Data for the number of awards per full-time faculty come from a USM database built 
from national publications and databases. The data are missing for three institutions 
because for the last several years, these schools have not completed the AAUP Faculty 
Compensation Survey. Data on the alumni-giving rate come from the Council for Aid to 
Education, 2000 Voluntary Support of Education. In the future, the university will seek 
an alternative source for both of these data. 
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University of Baltimore 
Peer Performance Data 
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Average of Peers 51,996,755 41.6% Average 97,5% 

Notes: 

N/A - Data not available 

Bar exam passage rates vary considerably from state to state. Number reported for each school is for the state in which that school had the largest number 
of first-time takers. 



University of Maryland, Baltimore 



The University of Maryland, Baltimore’s (UMB) peer institutions reflect the university’s 
status as the State’s public academic health and law university with six professional 
schools. UMB’s peers include institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as 
‘specialized’ and institutions classified as ‘Research I’ institutions. Compared to its peer 
institutions, the university shows a wide range of performance. The university’s unique 
Structure permits only a few generalizations. 



The percentage of minority and African-American undergraduate students attending the 
institution is above the peers’ average. The university’s performance against its peers in 
the level of research and development (R&D) expenditures is mixed. The institution has 
the highest total R&D expenditures per full-time faculty but ranks last in total R&D 
expenditures and in total R&D medical spending. Compared to its peers, UMB has the 
lowest number of awards per full-time faculty. Furthermore, the university s average 
annual percent growth in federal R&D expenditures exceeds its peers average. 

In terms of the university’s effectiveness in preparing health and law students, UMB has 
the second highest medical licensure exam pass rate and performs at a level that is equal 
to its peers’ average. However, the university performs below the average of its peers in 
the pass rate for the nursing and law examinations. Although the institution s 
performance on the nursing exam is below its peers’ average, the percentage of students 
passing this examination has improved over the last few years. According to the MFR, 
the proportion of nursing students passing the nursing examination increased from 82 
percent in 1998 to 85 percent in 2000. In addition, UMB’s performance on the bar exam 
is well below the average of its peer institutions and below the performance of students 
attending the University of Connecticut, the University of Texas, Austin and the 
University of Virginia. According to the MFR however, the university continues to show 
improvement on this indicator. UMB’s performance on this exam has increased from 69 
percent in 1998 to 79 percent in 2000. For the university’s effectiveness in training social 
workers, the university reports an 87 percent pass rate on the social work exam. 

The university selected six institution-specific indicators: total medicine R&D 

expenditures; medicine research grants per basic research faculty; medicine research 
grants per clinical faculty; percent of minority students enrolled; total headcount 
enrollment; and percentage of graduate and professional students enrolled. These data 
show that UMB’s school of medicine has the second highest level of research grants per 
basic research faculty and the third highest level of research grants per clinical faculty. 
Although the remaining institution-specific indicators are primarily descriptive 
indicators, they provide an indication of the type of student population attending the 
institution. Compared to its peers, UMB has the second lowest total headcount 
enrollment and ranks second in the percentage of graduate and professional students 
enrollment. In addition, the percent of minorities of total enrollment is below the peers 
average. 



Peer data are not available to compare UMB’s performance on both social work and 
dental examinations. Although UMB has a high pass rate on the medical exam, peer data 
are not available for three of the peer institutions. 
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The Institution’s Response 



The university has implemented several actions to improve the proportion of minorities 
enrolled and total medicine R&D spending. UMB is committed to demonstrating 
responsiveness to the State’s critical need for health and human services professionals by 
increasing access to professional careers. To meet this goal, UMB’s stated objective is to 
increase the number of nursing and pharmacy graduates by 30 percent between 2001 and 
2005. Over the past year, UMB increased enrollments in undergraduate nursing and 
entry-level PharmD programs by 12 percent and 9 percent, respectively. Attaining this 
goal will increase the percent of minorities of total enrollment, as 55 percent of entry- 
level PharmD students and 36 percent of undergraduate nursing students identify 
themselves as minority. 

A new research facility, scheduled to open in December 2002, will address significant 
deficiencies in research space for programs in medicine and pharmacy, increasing the 
productivity of existing faculty and serving as an important tool in the recruitment of 
leading researchers. Additional research facilities are planned to further expand and 
improve UMB’s inventory of research space, assuring continued improvement in 
attaining grants from federal, state, and private sources. 

In terms of the number of awards per faculty, UMB suggests omitting this indicator. Due 
to the specialized nature and limited scope of degree programs at UMB, the majority of 
UMB faculty is not eligible for the awards encompassed by the indicator of awards per 
full-time faculty. 

The university has taken a number of actions to improve peer data collection for medical, 
social work, and dental licensure examinations. UMB states that these data are not 
available through national sources. The UMB professional schools individually 
contacted their respective peers in an effort to obtain this information. Three of the 
medical schools, one of the social work schools, and all of the dental schools declined to 
provide data on licensure exam passage rates. In addition, even if the data were made 
available to UMB, comparisons among the peer dental schools are not valid, because all 
but one uses a different examining agency. 
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University ot'Mar}'land, Baltimore 
Peer Performance Data 






University of Maryland Baltimore County 



The University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) exceeds the performance of its 
peers on the majority of its indicators. In terms of quality of new freshmen, the 
University ranks first among its peers for the SAT 25”’ percentile and second for the 75* 
percentile. The percentage of minority and African-American undergraduate students 
attending the institution is far above the peers’ average. Furthermore, the university’s 
second-year retention rate and six-year graduation rates for minority and African- 
American students exceeds the peers’ average. In terms of faculty quality and research, 
the university ranks second in the total number of awards per full-time instructional 
faculty and over the last five years, had the highest average aimual percent growth in 
federally financed research and development expenditures. 

The university however, performs below the average of its peers on several of 
performance measures. For the six-year graduation rate, UMBC is slightly below the 
average of its peers. The university ranJcs last in the total amount of research and 
development expenditures received from federal, state, industry and other sources. In 
addition, UMBC ranks last in total research and development (R&D) expenditures per 
full-time faculty. In both instances, the university falls well below the average of its 
peers on these indicators. According to the MFR however, total R&D expenditures have 
increased substantially over the last fewvyears; from $18 million in 1998 to $26 million in 
2000. 

UMBC has the lowest percentage of alumni giving among its peers. The university’s 7.4 
percent alumni giving rate is substantially lower than its peers’ average. According to the 
MFR, the university’s performance on this indicator has declined from 10 percent in 1998 
to 7 percent in 2000. The institution however, anticipates that the alumni-giving rate will 
increase to 9 percent in 2001 . 

The university selected three institution-specific indicators: rank in the number of 

bachelor’s degrees awarded in information technology; rank in the ratio of invention 
disclosures to million in R&D expenditures; and student-to-faculty ratio. Among the 
university’s institution specific indicators, UMBC ranks first in the number of bachelor’s 
degrees awarded in information technology and ranks first in the ratio of invention 
disclosures to research and development expenditures. In addition, the university has the 
third highest student-to-faculty ratio. According to the MFR, the student-to-faculty ratio 
has increased slightly since 1998. 

The Institution’s Response 

The university has taken a number of actions to try to understand and improve the 
graduation rate. A telephone drop-out survey conducted late Spring 2001 revealed that 
the primary reason students (who had matriculated as first-time freshmen) leave UMBC 
within the first two years is because the major they wanted is not available. Compared to 
the average of UMBC’s peers, the campus awards bachelor’s degrees in fewer than half 
the number of majors (27 compared to 67). For example, UMBC is the only campus 
among its peers that does not offer a business program, one of the most popular majors 
for undergraduates nationwide. UMBC has proposed and plans to continue to propose. 
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new undergraduate programs in selected mission-related areas to increase the breadth of 
majors offered. 

Nationally, research suggests that living on campus and being involved in campus 
activities are positively related to retention and graduation rates. In the last three years, 
UMBC has added 750 beds to its residence hall complex, increasing the percentage of 
freshmen living on campus from 60 percent to 70 percent. Additional plaiuied 
initiatives, such as learning-living communities and an enhanced first- year experience 
program, are designed to enhance student engagement beyond the classroom. The new 
Campus Commons building, scheduled to open in January 2002, will facilitate campus 
efforts to increase student activity and event programs. Obviously, it will take several 
years for these initiatives to positively impact UMBC’s six-year graduation rate. 

For the alumni-giving rate, the number of donors and the dollars donated has increased 
substantially since FY 1998. UMBC is a young institution and, until recently, campus 
efforts in this area have focused more on maximizing funds through corporate and 
foundation philanthropy rather than through alumni giving. Actions taken to improve 
performance include: outsourcing the phonathon to reach a greater percentage of alumni, 
increasing direct mail communication \vith targeted donor segments and data research to 
refine alumni contact information. 

The university has made efforts to improve its student- faculty ratio. However, attrition of 
faculty through retirement and death has increased the challenge. UMBC has identified 
increasing the number of full-time faculty (and lowering the ratio of students to faculty) 
as a top planning priority. 
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University of Maryland Baltimore County 
Peer Performance Data 
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University of Maryland, College Park 



The University of Maryland, College Park is measured only against its ‘aspirational 
peers’ - those institutions that College Park aspires to emulate in performance and 
reputation. Therefore, College Park is not yet performing at their level on many 
indicators. The university is below its peers in the proportion of minority undergraduate 
students. According to the MFR, College Park’s goal is to increase the proportion of 
minority undergraduate students to 35 percent. However, this proportion has declined 
since 1998. It should be noted however, that the percentage of minorities enrolled at 
College Park is higher than the non-California institutions and the university has the 
highest percentage of African American undergraduate students enrolled. 

Compared to its peers, the university has the lowest retention and graduation rates. 
College Park has the lowest percentage of alumni giving among its peers. The 
university’s 13 percent alumni-giving rate is slightly below its peers’ average. According 
to the MFR however, the number of annual alumni donors has increased 19 percent 
between 1998 and 2000. In addition, the university anticipates that the number of alumni 
donors will continue to increase. 

As an indication of the quality of the university’s research efforts. College Park performs 
well compared to its peers in research and development (R&D) expenditures. The total 
R&D expenditures per full-time faculty exceed its peers’ average. In addition, the 
university ranks first in the annual percent growth of federal R&D expenditures. 
Although College Park’s total R&D expenditures are slightly below the peers’ average, 
this level is higher than R&D expenditures at Chapel Hill and UCLA. As reported in the 
MFR, the university’s total R&D expenditures increased 19 percent between 1998 and 

2000 .’ 

College Park added four institution-specific indicators; the number of graduate-level 
colleges, programs or specialty areas ranked among the top 25 in the nation, the number 
of graduate-level colleges, programs or specialty areas ranked among the top 15 in the 
nation; the percent change over five years in the number of faculty holding membership 
in one of three national academies; and the number of invention disclosures reported per 
$100 million in total research and development expenditures. Although College Park 
ranks last in both the number of graduate-level programs ranked among the top 25 and 
among the top 15 in the nation, the university has improved. As reported in the MFR, the 
number of programs ranked among the top 25 and the top 1 5 have increased substantially 
over the last few years. Furthermore, the university is well on its way to achieving its 
MFR goal for these indicators. 

In terms of faculty quality, the percentage increase in the number of Maryland faculty 
members holding membership in one of the national academies exceeds its peers 
average. In addition, College Park exceeds its peers’ average surpassing UC Berkeley 
and Michigan in the number of invention disclosures per $100 million in total R&D 
expenditures. In preparing teacher candidates, the university reports a pass rate of 95 
percent. 
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The Institution’s Response 

The university notes that comparing its performance against ‘aspirational peers’ which 
consists of some of the best public universities in the U.S., reflects the eminence College 
Park is striving to achieve. Although the university is not performing at the level of its 
peers on all indicators, UMCP is steadily gaining ground on its peers, and on some 
measures have surpassed them. Of the sixteen indicators, the university leads this 
eminent group of peers on three measures: percentage of African American of all 
undergraduates; average percentage growth in federal research and development (R&D) 
expenditures; and percentage change over five years in faculty memberships in national 
academies. 

To improve the alumni-giving rate, the university contends that by 2004, rapid growth in 
the number of annual alumni donors will lead to an increase in the alumni-giving rate and 
the MFR goal will be achieved. 

UMCP does recognize that in key areas, such as retention and graduation, more needs to 
be done. The university has undertaken a number of initiatives/efforts to improve 
graduation and retention. These initiatives are aimed primarily at the overall 
undergraduate population with, in some instance, particular influence on minority 
undergraduate students populations expected. Examples include: creating more 

living/leaming programs designed to make the "big campus" small and engage. students 
more fully in the educational process; fully implementing a Web-based degree credit 
system to improve student advising systems; and developing proposals through the 
President’s Task Force on Student Success to increase graduation rates. College Park 
believes that the programs outlined above will not only increase the retention and 
graduation rate of all undergraduates, but also will increase the retention and graduation 
rate of African American and other minority students in particular. 
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University of Maryland, College Park 
Peer Performance Data 
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University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

While the University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) ranks fourth among its peers 
for the 25“' and TS'*" percentile of the SAT, the institution exceeds the performance of its 
peers on a number of indicators. The percentage of minority and African-American 
undergraduate students attending the institution is far above the peers average. The 
university’s second-year retention rate, six-year graduation rate for all students and the 
six-year graduation rates for all minorities and for African-Americans exceed the peers 
average. It should be noted however, that peer data are missing on many of these 
indicators. 

In terms of faculty and research efforts, UMES ranks first among its peers in the average 
annual percent growth in federally financed research and development expenditures, 
second in total research and development expenditures per full-time faculty, and third in 
total research and development expenditures from federal, state, and other sources. In all 
instances, the university is well above the average of its peers on these indicators. 

Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, UMES is below 
average in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate from the 
college. The institution reports a satisfaction rate of 95 percent, which is below the UNC 
system average of 97.5 percent. In terms of teacher preparation, the institution reports a 
passing rate of 59 percent on the Praxis II examination. 

The university added three institution specific indicators; the graduation rate of entering 
freshmen with SAT score of 900 or below; the graduation rate of entering freshmen with 
family income of less than $30,000; and the percent of all students passing aU 
certification examinations. These indicators provide a measure of the university s 
effectiveness in graduating students from different socio-economic backgrounds. UMES 
performance on all three indicators exceeds its peers’ average yet data are not provided 
for most of the peer institutions. 

Among several indicators, it is difficult to compare the university’s performance relative 
to its peers due to the number of missing data. For example, the university has a low 
alumni-giving rate (2.1 percent) yet data are not available for any of its peers. 
Furthermore, historical data on employer satisfaction are not provided in the MFR, which 
makes it difficult to assess the university’s past performance on this indicator. 



The Institution’s Response 

To improve employers’ satisfaction with the university s graduates, UMES has formed 
discipline-specific advisory boards, which assist the appropriate academic departments in 
the development of curricula to ensure compatibility with the demands of industry and 
graduate/professional schools. These boards are composed of individuals from the 
business community and other educational institutions, many of which are employers 
and/or potential employers of graduates of the institution. 

In addition to the employers’ satisfaction survey coordinated by the University System of 
Maryland, UMES conducts its own survey with the employers of its graduates every 
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three years. The results of these surveys are used to develop curricula and support 
services. The survey includes questions concerning knowledge of discipline, the ability 
to engage new situations, work habits, ability to work with others as well as 
independently, and critical thinking skills. 

To improve the collection of peer data on performance indicators, the university is in 
contact with the appropriate offices of its peer institutions and has made requests for 
information. However, much of the data requested was either not available or not 
collected in a format compatible for peer comparison. 
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University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
Peer Performance Data 
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University of Maryland University College 



There are very few peer indicators for the University of Maryland University College 
(UMUC) due to the unique nature of this institution. For example, the majority of 
students attending UMUC attend part-time which reflects the university’s target 
population: working adults. In addition, the university s indicators reflect other unique 
characteristics such as the university's goal to serve students through distance education. 
Therefore, the university does not have traditional performance measures such as SAT 
scores, acceptance rate and average high school grade point average for incoming 
freshmen. 

Overall, the university compares favorably to its peers. The university s performance on 
alumni giving is equal to the peers’ average. The percentage of African-American 
undergraduate students attending the institution is far above the peers average. 
However, the university is below its peers in the proportion of minority undergraduate 
students. According to the MFR however, the university has made progress on this 
measure. The percentage of minority undergraduates has increased from 37 percent in 
1998 to 42 percent in 2000. Furthermore, UMUC is well on its way to achieving its goal 
of 43 percent. 

Compared to the University of North Carolina System institutions, UMUC is well above 
average of its peers in the proportion of employers who would hire another graduate from 
the college. The institution reports a 100 percent satisfaction rate. 

The university selected five institution-specific indicators: the percentage of African- 
American graduates in information technology; the percentage of undergraduates 
students over the age of 25; the number of post-baccalaureate degrees awarded in 
technology and business; the number of worldwide online courses; and the number of 
worldwide online enrollments. The university exceeds the performance of its peers on all 
of these indicators. Unique among these institution-specific indicators is the number of 
worldwide online courses and enrollments. According to the MFR, enrollments in these 
areas has increased significantly; over 500 percent in four years. 

Among several indicators, it is difficult to compare the university s performance relative 
to its peers due to the number of missing data. For example for alumni giving, peer data 
are not provided for five of the peer institutions. Although the university has the highest 
performance on the number of online courses and enrollments, peer data are not provided 
for most of the peer institutions. 

The Institution’s Response 

There are two types of measures for which the institution is missing data. In some cases, 
institutions did not have their data included in the IPEDS national databases (e.g. degree 
completion). Hopefully, this was a one-time incident, since by and large, all higher 
educational institutions are required to provide NCES with certain data sets. In the 
future, UMUC will substitute older (but available) data in tliose instances where the 
institution’s most recent information is not yet available in the national databases. 





UMUC will also contact its peer institutions for ‘unofficial’ counts and note it in their 
report. 

The second type of missing data focuses on information that is not readily available in 
national databases but which are central to its mission - e.g. online courses and 
enrollments. In these instances, UMUC is dependent on the good will of the peer 
institutions. UMUC is fully committed to getting as much data as it can from the peers. 
The university believes that as it builds relationships with those ten institutions, it will 
receive more cooperation fi'om them and be in a position to provide data for more peer 
institutions than it was able to do this year. 

In addition, UMUC plans to continue to explore the possibility of adding data from other 
institutions, public and private, whose focus is distance education. The university 
believes that data submitted to the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) through the 
Distance Education Demonstration Project would be ideal however at this time, USDE is 
not releasing the data until it finalizes its report to Congress. 
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University of Maryland University College 
Peer Performance Data 
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Morgan State University 



Morgan State University exceeds the performance of its peers on the majority of its 
indicators. The university’s second-year retention rate for minority and African- 
American students as well as the six-year graduation rates for minority and African- 
American students are well above the peers’ average. In addition, Morgan has had a 
substantial increase in the percentage of doctoral degrees awarded which reflects the 
university’s goal of increasing the number of graduate degrees awarded to African- 
Americans. The tendency for Morgan graduates to enroll in graduate and professional 
schools is above its peers’ average and well above the statewide average. Furthermore, 
Morgan has had a substantial increase in research grant and contract activity over the last 
decade. 

The university performs below the average of its peers on a number of performance 
measures. Morgan has next to the lowest second-year retention rate for all students and 
this rate is well below the peers’ average. In addition, the six-year graduation rate for all 
students is slightly below the peers’ average. In terms of the institution’s effectiveness in 
preparing teacher candidates, the passage rate on the Praxis II is 73 percent. It should be 
noted however, that five of Morgan’s peer institutions do not administer this exam. 
Furthermore, the Praxis II examination is not an indicator used in Morgan’s MFR. 

Morgan graduates tend to be very satisfied with the preparation they received for 
graduate school or employment. Approximately 97 percent of undergraduate alumni 
expressed satisfaction with the way in which Morgan has prepared them for advanced 
degree programs. In addition, 96 percent of undergraduate alumni expressed satisfaction 
with the way the institution prepared them for employment. In both cases, Morgan s 
performance exceeds the performance ot its peers on these indicators. However, it 
should be noted that only two of its peer institutions collect these data. To compensate 
for these missing data, Morgan compared its performance to Maryland institutions that 
are in the same Carnegie classification. On both of these indicators, Morgan s 
performance is slightly below the statewide average. However according to the MFR, 
Morgan’s performance on both indicators has improved. 

In many cases, it is difficult to compare the performance of Morgan relative to its peers 
due to the large number of missing data. For example, data for the alumni-giving 
category are not available for four of its peers. Among those indicators where Morgan 
has the highest performance (i.e. second-year for all minorities and African-Americans) 
data are missing from at least four institutions. In addition. North Carolina A&T State 
University is the only peer institution that provides data on employer satisfaction. 
Furthermore, although Morgan’s alumni-giving rate is above its peers average, data are 
not available for four of its peer institutions. 

The Institution’s Response 

The university has been diligent in its efforts to acquire peer data and plans to continue to 
seek other possible data sources. Furthermore, Morgan kept the Commission informed of 
the difficulties- it experienced in obtaining certain peer data. This was a problem other 
campuses faced as well. In particular, the four performance measures consistently not 
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collected by most of Morgan’s peer institutions are graduate or professional school-going 
rate, satisfaction with advanced studies preparation, satisfaction with job preparation, and 
employer satisfaction. It should be noted that Morgan has no authority to ask the peer 
institutions to collect data for institutional use. 

Morgan is committed to improving retention and graduation rates. The university’s 
comprehensive, campus-wide retention committee monitors appropriate policies and 
practices and makes recommendations for change, where relevant, to improve student 
persistence. The university plans to continue to work toward a lower student-faculty 
ratio. It also continues to seek additional aid through grants and changes in state 
programs. 
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A. Methodology for Selecting Performance Peers 



The process of selecting peers involved narrowing a long list of colleges and universities 
(approximately 3,600) to a medium-sized list (fewer than 250), then ^ a small group with 
key characteristics like those of the ‘home’ institution (between 22 a^d 60) The 
institutions in the smaller group are termed funding peers. Ultimately, USM institutions 
were asked to choose 10 performance peers from their lists. 



The narrowing process proceeded as follows; 

1 . Only public universities were considered. 

2. Institutions were categorized by Carnegie classification. . . . „ , 

3. Six sets of variables were mathematically analyzed for each institution. Examp es 

of these variables include; 



• Size 

• Student mix 

• Non-state revenues 

• Program mix 

• Location (urban vs. rural) 



The analysis aimed to provide a comparatively short list of mstitutions, which are m 
like each USM institution. From the narrowed list, each USM institution then selected 
performance peers based on criteria relevant to their specific institutional objectives. 

Below is a list of top criteria used by each institution to select their performance peers. 



Bowie 

• SATs and/or ACT profiles 

• Academic mission 

• Types of programs 

• General academic reputation 

• Comparable student communities served 

Coppin 

• Program mix, especially teacher preparation 

• Size 

• Geographic location 

Frostburg 

• Similar unrestricted budgets 

• Size 

• Program mix 

• Geographic location 
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Salisbury 

• Size 

• Program mix 

• Mission 

Towson 

• Size 

• Student mix 

• Geographic location 

University of Baltimore 

• Program mix 

• Size 

• Urban setting 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 

• Size 

• Mission, emphasis on science and technology 

• Minority mix 

• Exclusion of institutions with medical schools 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

• Similar unrestricted budgets 

• Program mix 

• Minority mix 

University of Maryland University College 

• Percentage of students over the age of 25 

• Institution ranking 

• Type of delivery formats used - especially on-line distance education programs 
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lOe Medical - Examination Peer institutions Number who pass the 2000 USMLE Step II on first Class of 2000 

attempt divided by number of examinees from the 
School of Medicine. 



University System of Maryland Operatio nal Definitions for Performance Indicators (Continued) 

Source of peer data Operational definition 

Graduates’ satisfaction USM Survey of Percentage of graduating seniors indicating that if they 

Graduates & Employers, could start college again, they would attend the same 

2001 institution. (On question 15, number of persons 
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B. University System of Matyland Operational Definitions for Performance Indicators (Continued) 

Measure Source of peer data Operational definUion Date Used 

15 Total R&D expenditures per full-time faculty National Science Expenditures on R&D fiom federal, state, industry, FY99 

Foundation (R&D $), institutional & other sources per full-time 
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fellowships. Faculty are full-time, non-medical 
instructional faculty from most recent AAUP counts. 
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